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Fl2-l/ 
8, IO 

Fl2-2110 

I F12-3’68 
Fl2-4136 

Fl2-l/B, 10 

In response to public comment, the Agencies revised the proposed plan and re- 
released it. During the review of comments on the proposed plan, the Agencies 
reassessed theu mlhal determination for some WAG 1 sites that the preferred 
alternative provided the test balance between criteria. lbe Agencies factored in 
newly available information and the points of view expressed by the public. Two 
treatability studies were carried out for one site, and further investigations of can- 
tammation were carried out at two sites. A Feasibility Study Supplement was pre- 
pared to consider several additional alternatives for several sites and reevaluate the 
alternatives. The preferred remedy was changed for five sites. As a result, the 
revised propwed plan issued in November 1998 not only used an improved format 
and wording, but also presented an amplified set of cleanup alternatives forming 
the basis for the best fmal selection of remedies. The h-e&ability tidies and addi- 
tional ccntamination evaluations confnned the selection. 

F12.2110 

See response to Comment FlZ-I. above. 

Fl2-3168 
The operation and maintenance casts for contient include all monitoring and 
review costs asscaated with Alternative 1 plus the costs of monimring against 
subsidence, water infiltx&on, contmu alterations, and other changes in protective- 
ness of the cover over time, which are actions not required under Alternative 1, 

Fl2-4/36 

The actual gmuting material to bc used would be spaitied in the remalial desiy. 
Factors considered in selection would include leachability, durability, the ratio of 
dry mix to liquid, and compressive stingth, as well as stability A treatability 
study for in situ stabilization (grouting) was conducted in 1998 and is documented 
in the Fkd Repon. Trearabiliry Srudyfor IMTCO TSF-09 V-l, V-2, and V-3 
Tank Wasre, September 1998 (MEELiEXT-98-00739). Analytical results for 
waste drawn 6om the V-Tanks showed that three grouting mixes, all containing 
some proportion of Portland cement, met the criteria for a suitable 
stabilization/solidificati~ option. However, grouting to @eat or stabilize waste is 
not part of any remedy selected in this ROD, as detailed in Part II. Alternatives 
involving grouting for treatment or stabilization of contaminated media were deter- 
mmai not to meet ARARs for the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-18) or the PM-2A 
Tanks (TSF-26). 

Fl2-5174 
The ccmmenters are correct that mercury does not present a cancer risk to 
humans. The November proposed plan revision clarified this misleading impres- 
sion in the table presenting risks 

Fl2.6/10 
See response to Comment Fl2-1, above. 
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See response to Comment Fl2-I, above. 

F12-tU62 

Radium-226 dces not require remediation at the TAN Disposal Pond (TSF-07). 
The February 1998 proposed plan listed radium-226 as one of the COCs at the 
Disposal Pond. Following the release of the first piopased plan in February 1998, 
further investigation of the radium-226 concentrations at the Disposal Pond deter- 
mined that it is present at levels that are below natwally occurriog backgnxmd 
levels established for the INEEL. The CERCLA process does not require cleanup 
to below rmhmlly occurring levels. The revised proPosed plan issued in 
November 1999 reflected this expanded knowledge. Detailed infommticm can be 
found in the Administmtive Record in the TAN TSF-07 PondRa&m-226 
Concenlrations and Cor~cfiom repI (LMITCO Engioeering Design File ER- 
WAG I-08, INEEL/EXT-98-00505, June 1998). 

F12-9/52 

A treatability study of planar ISV, a Wmological improvement over conventional 
ISV, was caked out in 1998 for tie V-T&. The report on this study, Tmmbility 
strrdy for Planar In situ vlrrifation oJLVE.3 Test Alea North V-Tanks, October 
1998 (tNEEUEXT-9%W854), is available in the Adminismtive Record. Tbe 
results of the study demonstrated that planar ISV cadd be readily implemented 
and would have high effectiveness on the contamination present in and surround- 
ing the V-Tanks. ‘Ibe study’s results fully support the ranking of ISV as shown in 
the November 1998 revised proposed plan. A discussion of the s411dy and its 
results could have been included in the plan The ISV tech~logy typically is less 
costly than the multiple technologies required for in situ treatment of mixtures of 
organic and heavy metal contaminants such as exist in these tank sites. 
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NI-l/II 

Nl-2122 

Nl-S/22 

Nl-615 

Response to Comments 

Nl-l/l1 
tag& was made to respond to specific areas that cone&d readers, which 
included organizing a focus group with members of the public to ask exactly what 
items were hard to read or understand, and hear ideas on improvement. Maoy 
changes resulted from readers’ requests. 
The commcntcr asks why the revised proposed plan did not specifically describe 
and discuss the changes made from tbc first proposed plan ‘The changes in tech- 
nical content are described in detail in the Feasibility Study Supplement, which 
documents them fully. The revised proposed plan is a summary only, containing 
information required for the public to review the final set of alternatives and pref- 
crcwcs under consideration. In preparation of the revised proposed plan, il was 
clear that as a staod-alone document, it should not contain numerous references 
back to a plan that it supersedes The need to review two versions of the same 
plan should not only be unneccswy, but could confuse readers who had not read 
or did not have the previously issued plan. The decision was made, therefore, to 
issue a revised proposed plan that is based directly on the comprehensive investi- 
gation documents, as required. This ROD provides a record of the revision rea- 
sons and process. 

Nl-2122 

The LOFT-02 Disposal Pond was conshuctcd in 1971 for LOFT experiment wastc- 
wafer and is now used only for sanitary wastewater and boiler blowdown from the 
Specific Manufacturing Capability (SMC) operations. The comprehensive RllFS 
documented thal contamination from metals in soil at the LOFT-02 pond is below 
levels that pose risk ta humao health Threats to ecological rcccptors Gum this site 
will be addressed under the WAG 10 site-wide comprehensive Rl/FS. More infor- 
mation on this site is available in the Administrative Record for WAG 1. 
‘Ihe proposed plan is a summary of those sites at TAN where remedial action is 
required to protect human health and the environment from risks posed by past 
releases of contamination. The proposed plan is based on the comprehensive 
RI/F.? for WAG 1, which was the culmination oCncarly 50 investigations ofpotcn- 
tial release sites at TAN. these investigations, which began aftcrtbc 1991 signing 
of the FFAiCO for INEEL, determined that 94 potential release sites at TAN 
required study. A I(995 Record of Decision initiated action at 2 sites and dctcr- 
mined that no action or no further action was needed at ?(I sites. The comprchcn. 
sive RVFS evaluated the remaining 62 potential release sites and determined that 
no action or no further action was needed at 53 sites, and threats to human health 
required remedial action at 9 sitcs. One of these 9 si(Cs, the Mercury Spill Area 
(TSF-08) was selected for a treatability study and will be remediatcd (if necessary) 
under WAG IO. Two sites do not pose a threat to human health but do pore a risk 
to the environment: the LOFT-02 Disposal Pond and the WRRTF-03 Exaaporation 
Pond. These sites also will be addressed under WAG 10. The information and 
evaluations leading to these decisions is contained in the Administrative Record 
for MEEL and for WAG I. Tbc primary decision documents are the OU l-07 
ROD, the comprehensive RUFS, the Feasibility Study SupplcmcnC and the ‘Track 
I and Track 2 reports The Agencies believed that the proposed plan issued in 
Febrwuy 1998 and the revised proposed plan issued in November 1998 summa- 
rized this information adequately. 
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Nl-3121, 22 ___~____~ 
TAN-616 is a liquid waste heatment plant It is inactive and will receive tiuther 
evaluation under CERCLA within 5 years because of potential for release of con- 
taminants from sludge in tanks and pipes. 
As pat of the comprehensive WAG I risk rssessaent, all TAN buildings and strw 
taxes that are still active or inactive but in standby mode were also evahated to 
determine whether future releases from them could occur that would affect the 
cumulative and comprehensive assessment of risk. The analysis evaluated the possi- 
biiity for these sanarios through pmce howledge of past activities at these and 
similar tiditics. As daannented in Appendix D of the comprehensive RLIFS, wly 
4ofthe89lxdldingsorstructures were found to have @ential to contribute to 
fublre risk at TAN: the TAN Hot Shop (TAN&On, the asphalt pads cutside the 
Radidve Parts Service and Storage Area (RPSSA) buildings (MN-647 and. 
648), and the two Radioacfive Liquid Waste Treamwnt and Transfer/Storage build- 
ings (TAN-616 and -666). Nom of these pose an imminent threat of releaze; their 
ret&km is bared primarily 00 remote accident scenarios or deaneed past r&as- 
es at these or similar sites As part of active operations at TAN, these sites are coy- 
eredllnderappropliate manqement wntml procedures. Appendix D describes the 
programs in place to prevent risks to human health or the environment. 
See- also response to Comment Nl-2, above. 

> 
i. 

N I -4122 

TAN-666 is a radioactive liquid waste transfer and storage building. It is not in 
use. It is authrized for operation under INEEL Emergency PlaniRCRA 
contingency Plan. 
See also respmses to Comments Nl-2 and Nl-3, above. 

Nl-5122 

TSF-43 (RPSSA Buildings TAN-647 and TAN-648 and outside pads). This is part 
of an active facility and will be further assessed during removai. The wntamina- 
tion that is present under the outside pads is tixed in place with an asphalt cover 
The contamination that lies beyond the asphalted area was evaluated as TSFM, 
Soii Contamination Area South of the Tumtable, and the portion of this site that 
was determined to require remediation will be cleaoed q in accardaoce with the 
decisions implemented in this ROD. More information on this site is available in 
the Administntive Record for WAG 1. 
See also responses to Comments Nl-2 and Nl-3, above. 
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Nl-7113 

N I-Xi28 

N 1 -Y/32 

NILlO/ 
31.82 

I 
Nl-11130 

NI-I2/22 

Response to Comments 

N 1-6/S 

Legacy waste is the formal term wed by the DOE‘s Environmental Management 
Program for the backlog of stored waste remaining from the development and pro- 
duction of U.S. nuclear weapons, about which a permanent disposal determination 
remains to be made. No legacy waste has been or will be generated by the CER- 
CLA process at TAN; nor does the WAG 1 investigation include the program for 
their disposal. 
Investigation-derived waste is contaminated soil, debris, liquid sampling equip- 
ment, and personal protective equipment generated during site characterization 
and removal activities. It includes samples retumed t?om analytical laboratories. 
Actions taken prior to or during cleanup will include appropriate disposal of 
WAG 1 investigation-derived waste in accordance with federal and state regula- 
tions and the CERCLA process 

Nl-7113 

The possibility exists that contaminated environmental media not identified by the 
INEEL FFAKO or in this comprehensive investigation will be discovered in the 
future as a result of routine operations, maintenance activities; and decontamina- 
tion and dismantlement (D&D) activities at TAN, These will be addressed using 
the process for new site inclusion defined in the FFAKO and will be remediated 
pursuant to the RAOs and tinal remediation goals (FRGs) identified in this ROD, 
The comprehensive RUFS process at WAG I investigated all known acti or 
potential release sites. Active operations and cleanup activities at TAN are cov- 
ered under various company manuals and environmental restoration management 
control procedures. 

Nl-8128 
Ecological risks present impacts to entire populations of plants and anin& and 
thus rcquirc evaluation across the cntirc population of each spccics present at the 
INEEL. The assessment of risk to a site-wide species cannot logically be carried 
out 2t any smglc rclcasc sac usInn a waste arca group. Sites within a waste area 
group that have only an ecological risk, therefore, may be evaluated under WAG 
IO, the final INEEL waste area group comprehensive investigation, and will be 
remediated as appropriate. Those sites will be assumed to have been cleaned up 
to meet remedial actions objectives for human health 
Inc cuJl”gKm IlSK as&ssmc”~ pwess ,or Lnc IIYrxzl. “as uuee pnascs~ two 
phases are canied out at the level of the individual WAG; the third phase inte- 
grates all the WAG information in a site-wide study The first phase for the WAG 
I comprehensive RVFS was a screening-level ecological risk assessment 
(SLERA), which identiticd data needs for WAG I sites and screened out sites at 
which no contaminam of potential concern are found, The second phase was a 
site-by-site evaluation of the risks From contaminants to ecological resources 
(plants and animals) on the WAG-wide level. The second phase uses an approach 
parallel to the human health risk assessment. The third phase, nhich will take 
place under WAG 10. will be the INEEL-wide ecological risk assessment. It will 
integrate WAG-level results from WAGS I through 9 to waluatc risk to l?JEEL- 
wide ecological resources. Effec‘ects resulting from past contamination and residual 
unpacts from completed interim or remedial actions will b-e assessed for their 
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Nl-S/28 (continued) 

pkntial to adversely affect populations and communitia on an ecosystem-wide 
basis (that is, over the entire INEEL). Remediation will take place as required fol- 
lowing completion of that study. 

NI-9132 

The remedial action objective (RAO) specified is consistent with the RAO used 
for tank sites throughout all WAGS et the INEEL. Also, destruction of PCBs will 
he met through specified ARK+, as listed in Pat II of this ROD. 

Nl-10!31,82 

The comprehensive RVFS d&x-mined that contam~tbeLak site 
does not threaten the aquifer. Tbe 1995 OU 1-07B ROD for the Technical Support 
Facility Injection Well determined on the basis of groundwati quality analyses 
that this well is the source of groundwater contaminants at TAN. The well was 
last used as a disposal site in 1972. Remedialion of the contaminated groundwater 
plume below TAN is proceeding in accordance with the 1995 ROD. More infor- 
mation on this site is available in the Administrative Record for WAG I. 

Nl-11/30 
The remedial action objective was identified in the revised (November 1998) ~0. 
posed plan for the Fuel Leak site as: “Prevent direct exposure to total petroleum 
hydmcarbon constituents at ccacentmtions over 1,000 mgkg, in accordmxe with 
the State of Idaho Risk-Based Corrective Action guidance.” ‘Ihe RAO was 
changed in this ROD to: “Prevent exposure to petroleum hydrocarbon con- 
stitumtv in accordance with the State of Idaho Risk-Based Corrective Action guid- 
ame.” The 1,000 m&g reference to total petmleum hy&ocarbons was removed 
to conform to the State of Idaho Risk-Bawd Corrective Action guidance enacted 
on January 1, 1997. This change is described in Part 11, Section II, of this ROD. 



-.- 
Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1 

Public Comment Document Nl 

Nl-13153 

1 NI-14152 

Nl-15153 

Nl-lG/53 

iu’ i i ii47 

Nl-18147 

Nl-19154 

Response to Comments 

Nl-12/22 

The information and cvaluadons leading to thcsc decisions is contained in the 
Administrative Record for WAG 1 and the INEEL. The primary decision docu- 
mcntS are the OU l-07 ROD, the comprehensive RlffS, the Feasibility Study 
Supplement, and the Track I and Track 2 report.. The Agencies bclievcd that the 
proposed plan issued in February 1998 and the revised proposed plan issued in 
November 199X summarized this information adequately. 
See also response to Comment NI-2, above. 

Nl-13/53 

The ISV technology that WBS &ted is a modification called planar ISV. It is 
described in the Trea/nbiliy Shdyfor I’lmar In Situ Vi~!ficaliw~ qflNIW Tar 
Am North V-Tanks. October 1998 (INEELiEXT-98.00854). Planar ISV is an 
enhancement of conventional ISV technology that resolves problems that have 
occurred using conventional ISV. By treating the contamination matrix from the 
gmund swfacc down, conventional ISV cm trap volatile materials below the melt 
resulting in pressure buildup that can cause displacement of material from the melt 
pool, overheating of the &-gas treatment system, and prcess upsets. Planar ISV 
resolves these issues by positioning the melt plants to the sides of the contamina- 
tion area, allowing the melt to proceed from the sides inward toward the center so 
the vapors can vent upward and be effectively and safely removed. Reliability 
problems and process upsets xe not anticipated for planar ISV~ 
Planar ISV could simultaneously treat, in situ, the radioactive and chemically haz- 
ardous materials in the V-Tmks (including the PCBs) and the contaminated soil 
swounding the tanks. A full-scale dcmonskation to meet Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA) requirements wiits performed at the Apparatus Scrvicc Center 
Superfund Site in Spokane, Washington, LO Ireeat PCBs. All objectives wcrc met 
and an EPA TSCA permit was issued in October 1995. A large-scale remediatio” 
was successfully performed on dioxin and other organic wastes from the Was&h 
Chemical Superfwd Site iu Salt Lake Cily, Utah At both sites, tmatmcnt eficien- 
cy of over 99.9!% WBS demonstrated. The planar ISV system has been accepted 
for use 011 four Supcrlimd projects to date. These previous demonstrations and the 
treatability study show that planar ISV could be expected to successCully treat the 
V-Tank contents and surrounding contaminated soil to achieve final remediallo” 
goals. 
For Ihe V-Tanks treatability study, two testz were performed. The first test, using 
soii from the TAN site, demonstrated lhatplanar ISV cao develop B melt otsutfi- 
cient scale and conliguration to process the lO.OOO-gal V-Tanks The second test 
was performed on a 4,500.gal scaled-down version of a V-Tank containing simulat- 
ed sludge and liquids, including B non-radioactive cesium compound. The volatile 
materials present in the actoal V-Tanks wxc also simulated. The remaining void 
space in the tank was tilled with soil. A post-test evaluation showed that the melts 
dcvcloped symmetrically with no pressure build-up generated within !J%e tank. The 
tank was successfully treated with no process upsets Evaluation of lhe pre- and 
post-test chemical sampling data indicated that, dcspitc its relatively remote place- 
ment in the bottom of the tank. the cesium was essentially uniformly dispersed and 
99.97% of the &urn wan retained in the vi&died block. Volatile compounds in 
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Nl-13/53 (continued) 
the soil were also remediated The minor quantities of debris (rocks, wire, plastic, 
and wood) that were processed during the test had no &servable effect on the ISV 
process. Abxgh wgauics were not pmat in the treatability test, it has been sue- 
cessfdly demonstrated previously that ISV results in the effective destruction of 
organic contaminants while ensuring full compliance with air emission require- 
ments. The vitrified blcck was excavated, fractured, and sampled to vail) effec- 
tiveness. The coxtcen~ation of cesium, lithium, and molybdenum ta0 materials 
were shown to be essentdy uniform throughwt the monolith 
However, the txeatability study also identitied additional costs that were not in&d- 
ed iu the cost es!imte prepared for the comprehensive RIBS or presented in tie 
proposal plan. As a result, the Altzmative 4 -In Situ Vitrification cost for the V- 
T& sites increased by 50%, lowering its relative ranking due to this decrease in 
cost-effectiveness. 
At the same time, hvo commercial facilities became available for ex situ treatment 
of the tank contents, imxeasing the impIanent&iIity of Alternative 2 - Soil and 
Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Conten& and Disposal. The facilities 
arepermittedtodisposeofmixedw~similartomoseintheV-Tanks. TbeV- 
Tanks alternatives were reevaluated to factor in this new inform&on on the ISV 
cost wd the off-site hatment availability Because tbe new variation of 
Alternative 2 would have equally high Iong~erm effectiveness and implementabili- 
ty and greater cost-&xtiveness compared to Altemative 4, Alternative 2 was 
alected as the remedy for the V-Tanks. Additional details on the reevaluation of 
altemativ~ for dvz V-Tanks are in Part II, Section 7. I, of this ROD. 

A treatability study of planar ISV, a technological improvement over conventional 
1%‘. was carried out in 1998 for the V-Tanks. The report on this study, 
Treotabiiiry Study for Planar In Situ Vk-i&mion of LWEEL Test Area North V- 
Tanks, October 1998 (INEEIJEXT-98-00854), is available in the Administrative 
Record. The restdts of the study demons&ted that planar ISV could be reaiily 
implemented and would have high effeetivenesa on the contamination present in 
and surrounding the V-Tanks. The study’s results fully support the ranking of ISV 
BS shown in the November 1998 revised proposed plan. A discussicm of the study 
and its results could have been included in the plan. The ISV teebnology typically 
is less costly than the multiple technologies required for in situ tnabnent of mix- 
tures of organic and heavy metal contaminants such as exist in these tank sites. 
See also response to Comment Nl-13, above. 

Nl-15/53 

See responses to Comments NI-13 and NI-14, above. 
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Nl-17147 

The V-Tank sites require remedial action to address contaminated soils surround-- 
ing the tanks. The tanks themselves are partially filled witb liquids and sludges 
met& radionuclides, ad organic materials. The contamination in the surround- 
ing soils originated during transfer of wastes to and t%nn the tanks. The contami- 
nation in the tanks is known from ~CXXSS kncnvledge and sampling to include 
metals (barium, c&Gum, chromium, lead, mercury, and silver), volatile organic 
compounds (hichloroethem, I,l,I-trichlor~dlane. carbon tetracbImidc, and ace- 
tone), semi-voIatiIc organic compounds (PCBs and Stoddard solvent), and 
radionuclidcs (cesium-137, cobalt-@ s!mntium-90, and various isotopes of pluto- 
nium and uranium). 
since the tanks have not leaked, they arc not a past release and, dxrcfore, were not 
eligible for c&uIation of risk in the OU I-10 baseline risk assessment 
The tank contents were included in the feasibility study by agreement among the 
Agencies. Sufficient information on the tank contents was available to establish the 
potential risk and to evaluate remedial action altcmatives for the contents. 
Rcmediation of the site would bc much more difficult ifit is deferred until atIer a 
release hes occurred. It is more cost-effective to treat tbc tank contents before they 
have leaked and at the same time as tbc surmuding soils, which must bc remcdiat- 
ed at this time. Timcliicss and grater efficiency will bc achieved by hating the 
tank contents now, in situ, rather than deferring action until after a release has 
occurred. 

Nl-18147 
The umium-235 in the tank contents was further evaluated afta the publication 
of the February 1998 proposed plan It was determined that the quantities of wa- 
nium-235 that are prcsnt are not s&cient to px a risk of criticality and do not 
require specific rcmediation. Results of this evaluatiw could have been d-scribed 
in the revised proposed plan. The stxdy is available in the Administrative Record 
in OPE-ER-98, Katie Hain 10 Wqne Pierre. EPA. and Dean Nygard IDHK 
Further evaluations will be performed during the remedial design phase to verify 
that the selected remedy will not result in a criticality concern. 
See also response to Comment NI-17, above. 
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N l-20/54 

Nl-21154 

NI-22151 

Nl-23/54 

NI-241 
54,48 

Response to Comments 

Nl-19154 

The Agencies would enforce all applicable ARARs, including LDRs, as identified 
in Part II of this ROD. Verification techniques would bc described in the remedial 
design. The selected remedy for the V-Tanks was changed to Alternative 2 Soil 
and Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, and Disposal during a 
reevaluation of alternatives for this site, triggered by an increase in the estimated 
cost for the ISV alternative, and the new availability of oli-site commercial treat- 
ment facilities permitted to handle mixed wastes similar to those in the V-T&a 

Nl-20154 

See rcspnsen to Comments Nl-13 and Nl-19, above. 

Nl-21/54 

See responses to Comment NI-19, aho\c 

Nl-22151 

The CERCLA process provides for general analysis of alternatives as pan of tbc 
RIiFS process. Data collection efforts and (ratability studies xc required to the 
extent ncccssxy to select a remedy. Studies to develop specific details of design 
are not intended to be carried out until the remedy is actually sclectcd ti the ROD, 
to avoid delays in tbc Rl/FS process, and for best allocation of resources. 
Two treatability studies were performed to cvaluatc the feasibility and cffciectivc- 
was of alternatives for tbc V-Tanks that involved in situ vitrification or in situ sta- 
bilization (grouting) and ~calment OC tank contents. The ire&ability sludy fqr in 
situ stabilization (grouting) is described in Finn/ Reporr, Tmrabilir.v Sru&/br 
LMTCO TSF-09 KI, I’-2, and V-3 Tank Wme, September 1998 (fNEEL/EXT-OX- 
00739). Analytical results on waste drawn lmm the V-Tanks showed that tbrcc 
grouting mixes met the criteria for a suitable stabilizationisoliditication option. 
Pretreatment of tichloro.%hcnc, tclnchloroethene, and PCBs was also tcslcd. The 
study demonstrated that two of the grouting mixes could successfully be used fol- 
lowing pretreatment to destroy tbc organic contaminants 
The &c&ability study for in situ vitification (ISV) is described in Tmmbiliry Sm/y 
for Planar In Sin, lJmri/ication of INEEL Tesr A,w Nmh V-Zmks, October 1998 
(INEEL/EXT-98.00854). The tccbnology that was tested is a modification called 
planar 1%‘. which meItS from the sides of the tank inward toward Ihe center 
(instead of tip downward as in the original ISV tecbnolo~y). The trcutabilihj study 
showed that planar ISV could safely and effectively rcmcdiatc the V-Tanks sites. 
The uranium-235 in the tvlk contenw was further cvaluatcd after the publication 
of the February 1998 proposed plan It was dctcrmincd that the quantities of ura- 
nium-235 that arc present arc not sufficient to pose a nsk of criticality and do not 
require specific rcmcdiation. Results of this cwlualion could have been described 
in tbc revised proposed plan. llx study is available in tbc Administrative Kccord 
in OPE-ER-9X, K&e /lain (0 Woynr Pierre, EfA, am/Dean Nygm$ IIHW. 
Furlher evaluations will be performed during the remedial design phase to verify 
[hat the selected rcmcdy will not result in a criticality concern. 

Nl-23154 

See response to CommenlN I-19, above. 
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54,48 
(continued) 

N I -25/55 

N I -26/37 

I N1-27’58 
Nl-28/5X 

N l-2916 I 

Nl-30137 

Response to Comments 

Nl-24154, 48 

The Agencies are not in favor of requesting an ARAR waiver for this site. ARAR 
waivers are ditlicult to obtain and are not considered best management practice for 
this type of site Remediation of the soils will be consistent. It is anticipated that 
the selected remedy for the V-Tanks sites will, (a) for the soils; reduce risk from 
external radiation exposure Gem cesium-137 to the levels specified in the compre- 
hensive Rl/FS and the proposed plan and (b) for the tank contents, result in com- 
pletc deshuction and/or removal of organic contaminants within the sludges and 
permanent immobilization of metals and radionuclides. The tinal remediation 
goal for the tank contents will be specified during the remedial design 
The Agencies would enforce all applicable ARARs, including LDRs, as identified 
in Part II of this ROD. Verification techniques would be described in the remedial 
design. The selected remedy for thhc V-Tanks was changed to Alternative 2 -Soil 
and Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, and Disposal during a 
reemhmtion of alternatives for this site; triggered by an increase in the estimated 
cost for the ISV alternative, and the new availability of off-site commercial treat- 
ment facilities permitted to handle mixed wastes similar to those in the V-Tanks, 

Nl-25155 

The PM-2A Tank system was shut down in 1975 after 20 years of use because of 
operatmnal difflcultxs and spillage. Subsequent removal actions hwe been sum- 
marized in the 1995 OU IO-06 Removal Action documentation. It is unclear 
which removal action the comment refers to. Removals actions include (I) 
removal of most of the liquids in the late l??Os; (2) d&mantIemcnt and deactiva- 
tion of the abovemound and underground hardware and piping in 1981 and 1982; 
(3) removal of remaining liquids from the tanks and partial tilling with diatoma- 
cams e&h to dry the sludges in 1981; (4) removal of 6 in. of top soil from a 75. 
by 15%foot area nortbeag of the tanks in the mid- to late-1980s; and (5) a 
~~u~~--iir~~ criiicai rzmowi axion in i995, 
‘The PM-2A Tanks sites require remedial action to address contaminated soils bar- 
rounding the tanks. The contamination in the surrounding soils originated dting 
transfer of wastes to and from the tanks and during removal of liquids after opera- 
tions ended. The tanks themselves contain only a few inches of contaminated 
sludge. When the tanks were emptied only an inch of liquid remained in tbe bot- 
tom of each, to ahich diatomaceous each was added as an absorbent. The contam 
matloo m the sludge is known from process knowledge and sampling to include 
metals (barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and silver), organic m;tterials 
(including PCBs), and radionuclides (cesium-137, cobalt-60. strontium-90, and 
various isotopes of plutonium and uranium). 
Since the tanks hwc not leaked, they are not a past release and, therefore, uere not 
eligible far calculation of risk in the OLI I-IO baseline risk assessment ‘The tank 
contents wcrc included in the feasibility stuti by agreement among the Agencies~ 
Sutlicient information on the tank contents was available to establish the potential 
risk and to evaluate remedial action alternatives for the contents Rcmcdiation of 
the site would be much more diff~cuit if it is deferred until after a release has 
occurd It is more cost-effective to treat the tank contents before they haw 
leaked and at the same time as the surmonding soils, which must be rcmediated at 
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Nl-25155 (contioued) 

&is time. Tiieliiezs and greater efficiency will be Achieved by &ating dx tank 
contents now, rather than deferring action until a&r a release has cawed. 

Nl-26f37 

The actual on-site disposal location for TAN materials, which could be the 
Radioactive Waste Management Complex (RWMC), the proposed ICDF, or an&- 
er facility, will be d&am&d during remedial design following implementation of 
this ROD. The pqosed ICDF would be a landfill for low level mdionuclide-con- 
tam&ted soil and debris. Selection of the ICDF for disposal of TAN materials 
depends at least in pat on tbe timefran~ associated with construction of the facili- 
ty and its waste acceptance criteria. Costs for this facility, however, would likely 
be much lower than current RWMC disposal fees 
The development of the ICDF is b&g planned under Waste Arca Group 3 at the 
Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (INTEC; formerly the Idaho 
Chemical Prwessing Plant). A description of the proposed ICDF, including its sit- 
ing, design, capacity, lifespan, and waste accqtmx criteria, was presented in 
Oet&er 1998, in the Pmposed Plan for Waste Area Group 3 (II the Idaho 
Chemical Processing Plant. The Record of Decision for Waste Area Group 3 is 
expected to be finalized in September 1999. 

Nl-27158 

All applicable ARARs, as identified in Part II of this ROD, will be enforced by the 
Agencies. Verification techniques will be described in the remedial design. 
Satisfaction of LDRs, as required, will be enforced by the Agencies. 

Nl-28158 

Treatment is any a%pawnt of an alternative that reduces the toxicity, mobility, 01 
volume of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants ihnmgb destruc- 
tion or alteration. Stabilization, by decreasing the mobility of hazardous sub- 
stances, is a form of treatment. Proposed plan wording may have inwrrecdy 
implied that stabilization is not a form of treatment Decontamination and other 
treatment as required to meet ARARs will be developed during the remedial 
design.. Grout+, as a method of treatment or stabilization, will not be a part of 
the selected remedy 

N I-2916 1 

All applicable ARARJ, as identified in Part II of this ROD, will be enforced by the 
Agencies. 
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Nl-30/37 

See response to Comment N l-26, above. 

Nl-30/37 
Nl-31/63 

icondnuedi The Agencies are not aware of any previous removal actions at this sites Surface 

Nl-3l!h3 

N l-32163 

Nl-33166 

/ N!-341~9 

Nl-3?/71 

water; sediments, subsurface soil, and perched water associated with the pond 
were sampled from 1982 to 1991. These sample data, together with process 
knowledge regarding the wastewater disposed of in the pond, were considered 
adequate to charactaize contaminants at this site. Concentmtions of radionu- 
elides, metals, and organic materials within the soils of the inactive area of the 
pond were assessed: cesium-137 was determined to be the only contaminant pas- 
ing a risk to human health and the environment that requires remediation. Current 
discharges into a separate 2.5.acre area within the disposal pond (the “active” pa- 
tion of the pond) consist only of sanitary and industrial waste and are made under 
a State of Idaho permit for Land Application of Wastewater. Because the disposal 
pond received waste listed under RCRA, additional samples will be collected as 
part of implementation of this ROD to provide data to support a no-longer-con- 
tained-in deterroination for this site. The comprehensive PUPS concluded that 
metals, organic materials, and radionuclides other than cesium-I37 were not at 
ic\cIs suficmt to post nsks to human health or the ew,ronment. 

Ni-32/63 

See response to Comment Nl-31, above. 

All applicable ARARs; as identified in Part II of this ROD; will lx enforced by the 
Agencies. 

Activities al these sites vey likelv included the burning of used petroleum products 
and solvents Therefore, a pot&al for PCB contamination exists In addition. 
open bommg of pefxoleum products and chlorinated chemicals could result in the 
production ofdioxins/fwans~ Recent investigation into available records also iodi- 
cates that other toxic substances, such as beryllium, chlorinated solvents, and used 
oils were disposed of in the pits Further contaminants may include pesticides and 
~ddlt&i~ ski& Frcrwus saropimg did nor ldenuty these pasable contammants 

Tbe Agencies believe thal the selection of Alternative 2 Containment with 
Native Soil Cover is suptmrtcd bv the analvsis of cost-effectiveness. comoliancc 
with threshold criteria. and impl&entabili~y. The remedial design &I r&uirc 
sampling and analysis to de+ the soil cover to ensure that it will be complctel\ 
protectrve of human health and the environment. If it were determined that a full) 
protcct%ve cover could not be cost-elTective, then one of the Alternative 3 vtia- 
iions @cavatlon and On-Sile or OiXite Disposal) would be selected. 
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Nl-36169 
(continued) 

Nl-37/71 

N I-38/69 

NI-39/7l 

N l-40173 

See response to Commenl N l-34, above. 

Nl-37171 
See response to Comment Nl-35, above. 

Nl-3X/69 

See response to Comment N l-34, above. 

Nl-39171 
See response to Comment N l-35, above. 

N i-40173 

CERCLA guidance documents acknowledge that there are limited situations in 
which flexibility may be required to ensure implementation of the most appropl-i- 
ate remedy. One such situation is where two diRerent technologies under consid- 
eration appear to offer comparable petiom~ance on tbe basis of the five primary 
balancing criteria, such that bath could be argued to provide the “best balance or 
tradeoffs.” Under such circumstances, the proposed plan and ROD may identify 
one as the selected remedy and specify the criteria whereunder the other remedy 
would bc implemented. The Agencies believe that the selection of Altcmativc 2 
Containment with Native Soil Cover is supported by the analysis of cost-effective- 
ness, compliance with threshold criteria, and implcmentability The remedial 
design will require sampling and analysis to design the soil cover to ensure &at it 
will be completely protective of human health and the environment. If it wcrc 
determined that a fully protective cover could not be cost-effective, then one of the 
Alternative 3 variations (Excavation and On-Site or O(T-Site Disposal) would be 
selected. This change would be documented in an Explanation of Significant 
DitTerences (ESD). Tho ESD would be placed intO the WAG I Administrative 
Record, and the Agencies would provide notice U) the public of the change in 
approach to this site. 
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NL41/75 

N I-42178 

Nl-43179 

N I-44125 

NI-4Sl79 

Nl-46/ 
31,82 

I Pi-47179 

N I-481 
81,82 

1 Nl-49130 

1 Nl-SOB1 

All railroad tracks areas were evaluated for possible mercury contamination. The 
initial cleanup of mercury was performed at the time of each spill in tbc 1950s 
and 1960s. Standard procedure at that time was to clean up the visible mercury. 
During later cleanup actions, mc~cwy was cleaned up to meet goals that were 
based on soil ingestion risk-based levels. Later, during the comprehensive Rl/FS, 
the site was reevaluated to compare homegmw produce ingestion risk-based 
concentrations. These levels are much lower than those for soil ingestion, because 
mercury can bioaccumulatc (build up) in the plants. The remaining contamination 
exceeded those concentrations. 
Nl-42/78 
The design of the phytorcmediation treatability study will include review of all 
cUrrent scientific documentation and ongoing research both in and beyond the 
DOE complex Public information and comment opportunities will be carried out 
as part of the INEEL’s public involvement acbwtics. In developing alternatives, 
CERCLAguidance expresses a preference for the development of innovative treat- 
ment technologies if they offer the potential for superior treatment perfommncc or 
implementability, fewer adverse impacts tban other available approaches, or lower 
costs Sor similar levels of performance than demonshated technologies. 
Phytoremediation is a low-cost rcmediation option for sites witb widely dispxsed 
contamination at low wncenlsations. Based on the results of the phytorcmcdiation 
treatability study, a determination will be made as to subsequent action, if required. 

N1-43/79 
It was previously a common practice at the INEEL to remove as much visible con- 
tamination as possible when fixing pipe leaks and carrying out tank removals. 
During one tank removal at the Fuel Leak site, some soil could not be removed due 
lo the location of a nearby tank The various sampling cvcnts and the associated 
analytical results CM be found in the Track 2 and comprehensive RI/FS documents 
Data analysis and modeling, based on assumptions about the quantities leaked, 
concluded that the spill would not affect groundwater. No defmite evidence of 
these petroleum products reaching the groundwater has ever been shown. Section 
6.3.3.4 and Appendixes B and C of the comprehensive Rl/FS provide details of 
the data analysis and modeling used to assess the potential for groundwater con- 
tamination from W/\G 1 w-face and near surface sources 

N l-44125 

The remedial action objective for the Fuel Leak site (WRRTF-13) was identified~~in 
the revised (November 1998) proposed plan as: “Prevent direct exposure to total 
petroleum hydrocarbon constituents at coxcntrations over 1,000 mgikg, h accor- 
dance with the State of Idaho Risk-Based Corrective Action guidance.” ‘The RAO 
was changed in this ROD to: “Prevent exposure to petroleum hydrocarbon con- 
stituents in accordance with the State of Idaho Risk-Based Corrcctivc Action goid- 
axe.” The 1,030 mg/kg reference to total petroleum hydroca&ns was removed to 
conform to the State of Idaho Risk-Based Corrective Act& guidance cnactcd on 
January 1, lY97. This change is dcxribed in Pari II, Section I I, of this ROD. 
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N1-44/25 (continued) .-~ 
Assessments of risks and hazards t?om cbemical;use national-uniform standards 
detemdned by scientific testing and agreed upon by agencies such as the EPA. 
Chemicals and ccqnmds for which toxicity values cana& yet be estabIisb& 
such as PCBs and diesel fuel, use hazard quotients GS risk-based guidelines, iden- 
t&d though federal and state regulations. Case study analysis and other 
research constantly continues to refme and revise the guidelines. 

NI-45n9 .~~~ 
See response to Comment NI-43, above. 

Nl-46131, 82 

The comprehcmive lWFS dctcmind that contaminadon at the Fuel Leak site 
dozs not threaten lbe aquifer The 1995 OU I-07B ROD for the Technical Support 
Facility Injection Well determined on the basis of groundwater quality analyes 
that this well is the scmx of grcundwater contaminants at TAN. The well was last 
used as a disposal site in 1972. Rcmcditin of the contaminated glwmhvater 
plume below TAN is proceeding in accordance with the 1995 ROD. More i&r- 
mation on this site is available in the Administrative Record for WAG 1. 

N147l79 

See response to Comment N1-43, above. 
.- 

N1-48/81, 82 

Sampling will be performed before excavation to determine the volume of soil 
that must be removed. ‘he samples will also be analyzed to characterize the con- 
tamination. Tbe sampling and characterization will be performed as specified in 
the remedial design The comprehensive RVFS determined that contamination at 
the Fuel Leak site does not threaten the aquifer. The previous removal was in 
response to a spill and tnok as much soil as was thought to be necessary. The 
adjacent buildings are currently in use and are not scheduled for D&D witbin a 
timelime such that deferring all remedition of the Fuel Leak site would be pm 
dent management practice. An evabmticm will be made in the remedial design to 
detemrine the most appropriate time to pafonn the remediation. 
See alu, response to Comment NI-46, above. 

Nl-49130 

See response to Comment N I-44, above. 

Ni-50/81 

See response to Comment N l-48, above. 
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N2-l/52 
A tmthiIity stwly of phm ISV, a techdogicai improvement mm ccmcuticmal 
ISV, was canicd out in 1998 fa ihe V-T& site. Tbc qcut 0~1 tbis study, 
TRarability St&v fw Phar h .%I Fi@icdiion of INEEL Tesr Am North V- 
T&, Odobu 1998 (INEFUEXT-98-00854), is available in ihe Admidmtive 
Recald nemulkoftbzstudydrmoaacnredumt~e4,imohrmgplsnar 
ISV,couldbcrudihl~andwouldhavehigh~v~ootheMo- 
tamimtimpnseDtiapdsurmuodingtheV-Tanks. lhstudy’smulktidlysup 
pat tbc m&&g of ISV m &own in Uw November 1998 revised pqosed ph. 

N2-2l56 
AItanative 3d is Drefand fa rcmodiatiaa of the PM-;?A T&s site because it 
would use a pm& tecbmlogy to achieve Img-tam etitiv~ through 
removdofc.wmimmk. lXcdcc.mtamin&dknkswouldmtnadtobe 
removed Tk wst-c~venes is my high relative to other dtmatives. 

N2-3160 

N2-4i65 
For the Disposal Pond, Aitanative I- Limited Act&a will cff&ivdy protect 
hummMthmldtheenv’ mmmcnt~mCriskposedbycesium-137wbiIe 
aumving lhc active pc4liaIs within tk. rdeme site to c‘mtin~ opaathlg. The 
cesium-137 (half-life of 30 years) WiIl bc attald lbmgb decay to bclmv 
acceptable levels witi the loo-year illsitutiolllll cc&d p&d. 

N2-S/71 
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N3-118 

N3-21 
4, 12 

N3-3122 

N3-4/22 

N3-5123 

N3-61 
37,x3 

Response to Comments 

N3-l/8 

In response to public comment, the Agencies revised the proposed plan and re- 
released it. kg the review of comments on the proposed plan, the Agencies 
reassessed then stud determination for some WAG 1 sites that the preferred 
alternative provided the best balance between criteria. The Agencies factored in 
newly available information and the points of view expressed by the public. A 
Feasibility Study Supplement was prepared to consider several additional .&ma- 
tives and reevaluate the alternatives. The proposed plan was revised accordingly. 

N3-Z/4,12 

The investigation and cleanup process and schedule for TAN have~&xnplied with 
the FFAKO for the INEEL signed in 1991. Every reasonable effort is made to 
ensure that TAN remediation achvrhes conhibute to the ultimate goal of protecting 
human health and the environment by use of recognized engineering and institu- 
tional responses, that meet standards for protectiveness identified by the Agencies. 
These standards (ARARs) were identified in the comprehensive RL/FS and this 
ROD and w<ll be enforced by the Agencies. 
The Agencies appreciate all suggestions from the public on types of infomwion 
that could help a proposed plan better serve its purpose. Tbe proposed plan is an 
unportant community relations activity undertaken as part of the CERCLA 
process The EPA’s CERCLA guidelines (see 40 CFR 300.430 and Guidance on 
PrepanngSupe@ndDecision hments. OSWERDirective 9355.3-02)detine a 
proposed plan’s content and purpose. 
The proposed plan, under CERCLA guidelines, supplements and is based on the 
comprehensive RLiFS “but is not a substitute for that document.” The proposed 
plan provides a “brief summary description” of (1) the remedial alternatives evalu- 
ated; (2) the alternative that is preferred; (3) the information that supports the 
selection of the preferred alternative. Other sections of the proposed plan - histo- 
ry and nahue of site contamination, previous actions, and risk assessment - are 
merely summaries of more detailed investigations, included as background infor- 
mation. 
For readers who seek more comprehensive detail on any aspect of the investiga- 
tion process, the plan provides references to the relevant sections of the compre- 
hens& RL’FS and other documents in the Administrative Record that present in 
full the information from which the proposed plan is derived. The complete 
details of operable unit investigations, including sampling data, data sources, and 
maximum contaminant levels, can be found in the comprehensive RUFS, Track 1, 
Track 2, and other WAG 1 documents in tie Adminiswtive Record. 

N3-3122 

The proposed plan is a summary of those sites at TAN where remedial action is 
required to protect human healti and the environment born risks posed by past 
releases of contamination. The proposed plan is based on the comprehensive 
RUFS for WAG 1, wbicb w~ls the culmination of nearly 50 investigations of poten- 
tial release sites at TAN. These investigations, which began atIer the 1991 signing 
of the FFAKO for INEEL, determined that 94 potential release sites at TAN 
required study A 1995 Record of Decision initiated action at 2 sites and deter- 
mined that no action or no further action was needed at 30 sites. The comprehen- 
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I I 
N3-3122 (conhmaed) 

sive RL/FS evaluated the remaining 62 potential release sites and d&tied that 
no action 01 no futlxr action was neded at 53 sites, and threats to human health 
required remedial action at 9 sites. One of these 9 sites, the Mercm-y Spill Area 
(TSF-08) was selected for a treatability study and will be remediated (if necessary) 
under WAG 10. Two sites do not pose a threat to human health but do pose a risk 
to the environment: the LOFT-02 Disposal Pond and the WRRTF-03 Evaporation 
Pond These sites also will be addressed under WAG IO. As part of the compre- 
hen&e WAG I risk assessmen& all TAN buildings and s&uc.tures that are still 
active or inactive but in standby mode were also evaluated to determine whether 
future releases from them could occur that would ti.t the cumulative and cam- 
prehensive assessment of risk. As documented in Appendix D of the comprehen- 
sive RLIFS, only 4 of the 89 buildings OT stmchnes could pose risk in the fuhre 
Appendix D also describes the programs in place to prevent risks to human health 
or the envimnment The information and evaluations leading to these decisions is 
contained in the Administrative Record. The primary decision documents are the 
OU I-07 ROD, the comprehensive RI/FS, the Feasibility Study Supplement, and 
the Track 1 and Track 2 reports. The Agencies believed that the proposed plan 
issued in Febmmy 1998 and the revised proposed plan issued in November 1998 
summarized this information adequately. To resolve any confusion or lack of ciar- 
ity that may have resulted, the foUowing list “caps the disposition of the sites in 
question. 
TSF-43 (RPSSABuiMings TAN-647 and TAN-628 and outside pads). Tbis is part 
of an active facility and will be further assessed during removal. The contamina- 
tion that is present un& the outside pads is lixed in place with an asphalt cover. 
The wntamioation that lies beyond the asphalted area was evahuted as TSF-06, 
Soil Contamination Area South of the Turntable, and the pxiion of this site that 
was determined to require remediation will be cleaned up in accordance with the 
decisions implemented in this ROD. More information on this site is available in 
the Administrative Record for WAG I. 
TSF-06, Area IO, Buried Reacta Vessel. The irradiated reactor vessel is con- 
tained in a metal storage tank and is believed to be more than IO feet below 
ground surface. No pathway to human or ecological receptors exists. More infor- 
mation on this site is available in the Administrative Record for WAG I. 
TAN Pool (part of TAN-607 Hot Shop). The TAN Pool is pat of an active &Ii- 
ty Potential threats to human health and the environment from tbis site will be 
addressed during its removal &am use. More information on this site is available 
in the Administrative Record for WAG I. As part of an active facility, the TAN 
Pool is not being addressed under this CERCLA e&m 

N3-4122 

See response to Comment N3-3, abo;: 

N3-5123 

Mixed low-level waste (MLLW) cwtains bctb hazardous and low-level radioac- 
We components “ih ccmtmts of the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-18) ad the PM-2A 
Tanks (TSF-26) are considered mixed low-level waste (MLLW). Regtdations appli- 
cable to these sites are listed in Part II, Section 7, of this ROD. 
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N3-6l 
37; 83 
(continued) 

N3-7/4 

N3-8158 

N3-9/12 

N3-101 
41,40, 14 

N3-II/54 

N3-12153 

N3-6137, 83 

The actual on-site disposal location for TAN materials, which could be the 
Radioactive Waste Management Complex (RWMC), the pqoscd ICDF, or anod- 
er facility, will bc determined during remedial design following implementation of 
this ROD. The proposed ICDF would be a la&ill for low level radionuclidecon- 
laminated soil and debris. Selection of the ICDF for disposal of TAN materials 
depends at least in part on tbc timeframe associated with construction of the facili- 
ty and its waste acceptance critczia. Costs for this facility, however, would likely 
be much lower than current RWMC disposal fees. 
The ICDF is being planned under Waste Area Group 3 at the Idaho Nuclear 
Technology and Engineering Center (INTEC; formerly the Idaho Chemical 
Processing Plant). A description of the proposed ICDF, including its siting, 
design, capacity, lifespan, and waste acceptance criteria. was presented in October 
1998, in the Proposed Plan for Waste Area Gmup 3 ar the Idaho Chemical 
Processing PIant. 7%~ Record of Decision for Waste Area Group 3 is cxpcctcd to 
be fmalizcd in September 1999. 

N3-714 

Tbe investigation and cleanup process and schedule for TAN have complied with 
the FFAKO for tic INEEL signed m 1991. Ewy reasonable e&xi IS made to 
cnsurc that TAN remediation activities contribute to the ultimate goal of protecting 
human health and the environment by use of recog&cd engineering and institu- 
tional responses, that meet standards for protectiveness identified by the Agencies 
(DOE, EPA, and State of Idaho). These standards (Arabs) were identified in tbc 
comprehensive RUFS and this ROD and will bc enforced by the Agencies. The 
xmedics propacd for WAG 1 sites arc in no nay illegal. 
The CERCLA process carried out for TAN includes all required community rcla- 
lions activities, to ensure tk public appropriate opporhmitics for involvement in a 
wide variety of site-related decisions, includiig site analysis and characterization, 
alternatives analysis, and s&c.tion of remedy. The public meetings, the proposed 
plans and associated comment periods, and the Administmtivc Record all provided 
opputitics for the community to lcam about the WAG I rcmcdiation and inform 
the Agencies about their wncems. The Agencies hope that the WAG I CERCLA 
process with its public comment opportunities, and other regulatory hearing 
prnccsses required by RCRA, will help build trust in the INEEL’s path forward. 

N3-8158 

Trcabncnt is any component of an alternative that reduces the toxicity, mobility, or 
volume of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants through dcsbw- 
lion or alteration. Stabilization, by decreasing the mobility of hazardous sub- 
stances, is a form of treatment. Proposed plan wording may have incorrectly 
implied that stabilization is not a form of trcahncnt. 
Ocwntamination and other treabnent as required to meet ARARs will be devel- 
oped during the remedial design. Grouting, as a method of trcabncnt or smbilim- 
tion, will not be a part of the selected rcmcdy. 
Oivcn the uncertain schedule for opening of a permanent geologic repository and 
the difficulty in estimating storage and disposal costs, vitrification and temporary 



Test Area North, Waste Area Gmup 1 
Public Comment Document N3 

N3-13154 

N3-14/ 
54,58 

N3-15154 

N3-1614 

Response to Comments 

N3-S/58 (continued) 

stumge of the waste would have very low wst-cffec!ivcncss Morcovcr, it would 
likely uot be able to be implemented within a reasonable time. 
All applicable ARARs, as identified in Part II of this ROD, will be enforced by me 
Agencies. Verification techniques will bc described in the remedial design. 
Satisfaction of LDRs, as required, will be enforced by the Agencies. 

N3-9112 

See rcspo”se to Comment N3-2, above. 

N3-10/41, 40, 14 
Institutional c4mImls are ongoiug actions to miuimize potential threats to human 
health and the environment. Institutional cuntmls include legal access restrictions, 
such as deed rcs!rictions, and physical access rcsbictious, such as fencing, signs, 
physical sbuctures such as embankments, and security mca.wcs. Deed rcstric- 
tious, which limit the available use of and activities that cau be performed at a 
given site, prevent the complcticn of exposure pathways that would result in an 
unacceptable risk to human health Physical access rcseictions limit exposure to 
ccntamiuauts in soil and are effective for contamination that is not likely to 
become anborne. 
Institutional controls have relatively low auuual custs and can bc au cffcctivc com- 
patent of a CERCLA rcsponsc, especially as a supplement to cngiuceriug cun- 
!I& Institutional ccatrols are not substituted for active response measures (i.e., 
treatment or removal) as the sole remedy unless such active measures arc deter- 
mined not to be practicable duriug the cvaluatiun of altcmativcs. At any site 
where the rcmedml measure leaves wutamiuaticm in place at levels that could 
@cn!iaJly pose a risk to human health, iustitutioual coutmls would be implement- 
ed to maintain protectiveness. Site reviews every 5 years would evaluate the 
effectiveness of the institutional controls. Permanent markers will be installed at 
any site at which radioactive contamination is left in place 
Institutional controls would bc maiutaiucd while the rcspousible authority is in 
control of the site, which at INEEL will bc a miuimum of 100 years following site 
closu~c. The iustitutiunal conuol period is the term referring to this duration of 
site rcspasibility. At TAN, the 100.year institutional cou!ml period is assumed to 
begin in 1999 and end in 2G99 Pat II, Section 12, of this ROD provides more 
&(arja u1 ;tra,jiu~u,lli wnilvjs fur .&AG ; &>, 

Enviroumcutal monitoring is the sampling of soil, air, water, plants, or animals to 
detect changing conditions at a site that may require further evaluation. 
EnviromucutaJ mouitoring would contiuuc for a least IO0 years after the site is 
remediated if contamination remains at tie site. For the scvcn sites to bc rcmcdi- 
abed under this ROD, enviroumeutal mouitoring would only be required at the 
PM-2A Tanks (TSF-261, the Disposal Pond (TSF-07). aud the Bum Pits (TSF-03 
and WRRTF-01). 
Environmental monitoring under the CERCLA process may consist of the collcc- 
tion and analysis of air, soil, plants, and other media from a site Air mouituriug 
may include the use of high- and low-volume air samplers to determine whether 
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fugitive mdionuclida escape sites where contaminated surface soils exist. Soil 
monitoring may include radiation surveys over and around sites where contaminat- 
ed soil and debris are left in place to evaluate whether radionwlides are mobilized 
to the sluGIce. 
The specific types of environmental monitoring conducted at TAN sites where 
cmtamimtion remains in place or residual contamination may remain after treat- 
ment or removal actions WilI be determined during the remedial design phase 
The federal govemment has an obligation to provide adequate institutional con- 
trols (i.e., limit access) to areas that pose a significant health and/or safety risk to 
the public and workers until that risk diminishes to an acceptable level for the 
intended purpose Achievement of this obligation hinges on continued 
Congressional appropriation of sufficient funds to the responsible government 
entity charged to maintain the institutional controls for as long as necessary and as 
long as the federal government of the United States remains viable. 

N3-11154 
The Agencies would enforce all applicable ARARs, including LDRs, as identified 
in Part II of this ROD. Verification techniques would be described in the remedial 
design The selected remedy for the V-Tanks was changed to Alternative 2 - Soil 
and Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, ad Disposal during a 
reevahation of akematives for Ibis site, triggered by au increase in the estimated 
cost for the ISV alternative, and the new availability ofoff-site commercial treat- 
ment facilities permitted to handle mixed wastes similar lo those in the V-Tanks. 

N3-12f53 
The ISV technology that wasttested is a modification called planar ISV. It is 
described in the Tmmbiliry SrUdy for Planar In s)‘hr Mrijhdion of INEEL Test 
Areah’orrh Y-T&r& October 1998 (MEEWEXT-9X-00854). Planar ISV is an 
enhancement of cawentional ISV technology that resolves problems that have 
cxmuml using conventional ISV. By treating the contamination matrix from the 
ground surface down, conventional ISV can trap volatile materials below the melt 
resulting in pressure buildup that can cause displacement of material from tbe melt 
pod, overheating of the off-gas tnatment system, and process ups&. Planar ISV 
resolves these issues hy positicning the melt plums to the sides of the contamina- 
tion area, allowing the melt to proceed Iiom tte sides inward toward the center so 
the vapors can vent upward and be effectively and safely removed. Reliability 
problems and process upsets are not anticipated for planar ISV. 
Planar ISV cadd simultan~y eat, in situ, dx radioactive and chanically haz- 
ardom materials in the V-Tanks (including the PCBs) and the contaminated soil SUT- 
rounding the tanks A MI-scale dammsaation to meet Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA) requirements was performed at the Apparatus Service Center Supertimd 
Site in Spokane, Washington, to treat PCBs. All objectives were met and an EPA 
TSCA permit Was isued in October 1995. A lllrgestalc remediation was success- 
fuuy perfwmd on dioxin and other organic wastes from the waratch chemical 
Supertimd Site in Salt Lake City, Utah. At both sites, treatment efficiency ofovcr 
9999h was demcxlsnati. nle planar ISV system has been accepted for “se on 


